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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL bACKGROUND 
Intro duct ion 
The impetus behind families seeking to improve their 
housing, whjch may already be adeqUate by many standards, is 
an interesting and important area of study. All societies 
have norms or expectations to which people react in their 
housing behavior. If unable to fulfill those norms a family 
may feel dissatisfaction with its existing housing and desire 
a change. Three specific choices of behavior that may result 
in a bigher level of housing satisfaction are mobility, or 
movi~g to a different home; family adaptation, or changing 
the size or composition of the family; and residential 
adapt~tion, that is making changes in existing housing 
(re model ing, renova tions, or adJi tions) (Morr is & Win ter, 
1974) • 
rhe level of resid~ntial satisfaction can have an effect 
011 the occu rrence of residential adaptation behaviors as well 
·asmobility. MallY families are reluctant to leave a 
basically satisfyinq home even though housing problems exist. 
It has been shown that families: 
2 
us e res iden tial ada pta tion to 0 vercome 
other deficits that, in particular, might 
be due to either incLeases or decreases in 
family size (MorLis & Winter, 1974, p. 
312) • 
Hill has found that residential adaptation serves as a ~ 
subst.it.ute for mobility. That is: 
families tended to engage in one or the 
other behaviors during a given year but not. 
both (Hill, 1970, p. 120). 
specific situations whicn lead families with a given 
level of housing dissatisfaction to utilize residential 
ada pta tion ra ther than mobility incl ude such cont in gencies as 
vacan~y rates, costs of moving, attractiveness of residence 
and neighborhood, space needs, family size, and tenure 
(Morris & Winter, 1974; Bross & Morris, 1974; Bross, 1975). 
A norm is one of a full range of rules that "society 
promulgates in more or less formal ways to govern the way 
people live and behave" (Mor:ris & winter, 1974, p. 15). 
Thus, there can be a set of norms that housinq in the United 
Stat~s must meet to be considered as s~andar:d housinq. As 
summa[iz~d by Morris and winter: 
3 
[A] housing unit is, at least, a 
weather-tight qroup of interconnected 
rooms with complete kitchen facilities and 
a complete bathroom for the exclusive use 
of the residents in the unit (1974, p. 
140) • 
There are reliabl~ indicat~ons ~hat in the United States 
there are more complex series of norms related to housing 
than 1 singl~ norm concerning the possession of complete 
kitchen and bathroom facilities for each household. Regard 
for these other norms including space, tenure, structure 
type, quality, and neighborhood is necessary to avoid 
solutions of housing problems that merely substitute one 
problem for another. 
rhe model based on normative deficits developed by 
Morris and Winter (1974) defines norms with reference to 
space needs, tenure, neighborhood, structure type, and 
quality as causal effects in mobili ty or adaptative behavior 
utili~Ed by individual families. 
i\ normative housing deficit occurs when some at.tribute 
of a family's housing departs from the attribute as 
prescribed by the norms by having either too much or too 
little of the attribute. These deficits, which may be 
positive or negative depending upon the direction of the 
4 
departure from the norm, are the main determinants of the 
level of satisfaction or utility a family receives from its 
housing. It follows then that a low level of satisfaction in 
housing is the main determinant of mobility desires and 
actual mobility as they relate to housing (Morris & winter, 
1974, p. 290). 
rhere iG very little research treating quality in 
housing or indicators of quality as a single norm or a set of 
housing quality norms. Morris and winter (1974) suqqest a 
single desirab~lity or quality norm may exist relative to the 
family's ability to afford luxury: 
The quality norm may be approximated by the 
luxury of the housing available relative to 
the percentage of income that properly 
should be devoted to housinq. Althouqh 
rules of thumb applied by lenders, such as 
IItwo times annual income" tor the price of 
a purchased home or twenty-five percent of 
monthly income for renters, are presumably 
us(d to test risk, they may have become 
established as cultural norms for quality 
in relationship to income (pp. 191-192). 
There is a need to develop measures of quality norms, 
particularly as causes or effects of residential adaptation. 
The focus of the current research is the influence of housing 
quality as a specific element of tile housing deficit model 
\ 
developEd by Morris and others on hous.l.ng satisfact.l.on. One ,.< 
5 
of the purposes of this study is to develop a reliable 
, 
housing quality measure. Another goal is validation of the ~ 
scale by its performance as a predictor of housing 
satisfaction and housing adjustment behavior. The specific 
housing adjustment behavior involved in this analysis is 
residential adaptation. The hypothesized relationships being 
tested are illustrated in the following causal diaqram. (See 
Figure 1.) 
Housing Quality 
Many previous attempts have been made to measure housing 
quality. The first large scale studies conducted were the 
real property surveys (U.S. Works progress Administration, 
1935), followed by attempts to measure structural quality by 
the UnitEd States Bureau of the C~nsus, 1943, 1953, and 1963. 
Perhaps the most comp~ehensive measure of housinq quality 
still in use is the one developed by the American Public 
Health Association (A.P.H.A.), which vas developed to aid 
planners in specifying potential problem areas which might 
develop in the city (A.P.H.A., 1945). 
One could conceivably discover all the items and 
attrihutes that peopla value and form a scale or sum that 
would represent housing quality quite comprehensively. The 
scope of such a project would be tremendous and impractical 
for most social scientists or agencies seeking to utilize a 
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7 
measure of housing quality. Consequently, most of the ,·.k· 
measures developed center around seekinq a shortcut method of 
indexing housinq qua Ii t Y (Morris £ Win ter, 1974). 
The Be al Property survey was developed by Federal. 
agencies for general use in local housing surveys and in work 
rel~ef projects. Characteristics of the house such as the 
type Jf structure, value, and presence or absence ot service 
facilities were combined with characteristics of the 
household such as income, tenure, and size into overall 
ratiugs of "Good", "In need of maior repairs", or other 
descriptive teLms. The quality of the information varied 
enormously as the procedures were administered through local 
agencies and it was not fossible to reach a common 
interpretation of the items in the scale (U.S.W.P.A., 1935). 
Further, it does not seem theoretically sound to mix into a 
measure of quality the characteristics of the household, 
although it may happen that some characteristics such as low 
income and low dwelling unit value occur together. 
Efforts by the United States Bureau of the Census to 
measure quality of housing have been carefully evaluated by 
Census officials to improve and update the measure over the 
years. In the 1~40 Census, housing statistics were collected .~ 
on a nation wide scale, usinq a "state of repairs" ccncept.\. 
(U.::i.8.C., 1967, p. 1). This concept had two classifications 
!lnot needing major repal.rs" and "needing major repairs" 
8 
(U.S. B.C., 1943). As tbe concept measured only physical 
conditions and did not measure quality bastd on a~y other 
items, housing such as a tarpaper shack or a cellar may have 
been classifiEd as "not needinq maior repairs" (U.S.B.C., 
1967, p. 1) • 
rhe concept of the condition of the structure was 
developtd for the 1950 Census (U.S. B.C., 1953). This concept ~ 
was an improvement ot the 1940 concept as tht two-way 
c;la ssifi ca tion of "not dilapidated" and "dilapidated II 
included provision for not only those units needing maior 
repairs due to unsound or hazardous conditions of tbe 
structure, but also inadequacy of the shelter, basically due 
to the durability of the structure. The 1950 Census, then, 
covered the concepts of physical safety and a level of 
adequacy (U.S.B.C., 1967, p. 1). 
In 1960 the Census Bureau, in an effort to have data 
parallel to the 19~0 Census and also to improve the quality 
of the data, initiated a three-way classification of 
structural condition: sound, deteriorating, and dilapidated k 
(U.S.B.C., 1963). The enumerators were instructed to first 
determine if the structure was dildpidated or not 
dilapidated. It the unit was not dilapidated, the 
enumerators were then to determine whe~her it was sound, that 
is, IIhaving no defects or only slight defects which would 
normally be corrected in the course of z:agulaz: maintenance", 
9 
or deteriorating, "needing mOLe repair than ~ould be provided 
during the course of regular maintenance" (U.S.B.C., 1967, 
pp.1-2). 
The Bureau of ~he Census discontinued rating the 
structural quality of dwellings, b~ginninq with the 1970 
Census of Housing, after a study of the system indicated the 
ratings were.: 
unreliable. Our best ~s~imate is that if .~ 
another group of enumerators had been sent 
back to score the housing units of the 
united states, only about one-third of the 
units rated as dilapidated or deteriorating 
by either group of enumerators would have 
been rated the same by both groups of 
enumerators (U.S.B.C., 1967, p. 5). 
Instead, dwellings were rdted as standard or substandard in 
terms of plumbing facilities available, using a sample that 
was largely self-enumerated, for the purpose of determining 
condit io nal st andards. In order to distinguish dila pida tli:d 
housing which has complete plumbing facilities from standard 
housing, a weighting system .as used which takes into account 
five variables found by Census studies of the 1960 data to 
correlate most highly with structural condition:, lack of 
central or built-in heating, persons-p~r-room index, 
one-family structure, education of head of household, and 
house value or rent (U.S. B.C., 1969). Such a measure, while 
approaching a more objective scale of quality, does not 
utilize direct measures of the concept of quality. 
10 
Several measures of quality have been suggested 
inclu1ing the need for repairs and presence of service 
facilities and also the interrelated measures of neighborhood 
and l:>cational quality (A.P.H.A., 1945; Twichell, 1948, 1953; 
Kain & Quigley, 1972). One aspect of the A.F.H.A. method is 
the assignment of "penalty points" to conditions that fail to 
meet ~ccepted housing standards (Twichell, 1948, p. 281). 
The A.P.H.A. index has been used extensively to study the 
characteristics of poor housing. As a general purpose index 
it appears to be qUite cumbersome and expensive to use on a 
large scale and considerable training is necessary to 
administer it properly. Even the s'horter versions that have 
been suggested (Tw~chell, 1953) seem to be very detailed 
except for use in "focused studies concerned with diagnosing 
the physical and social'ills of particular dwelling units or 
particular neighborhoods" (Morris, Woods, & Jacobson, 1972, 
p. 6). 
House value considered as an indicator of housing 
quality is an intrinsic part of the concept of a measure of 
qualit y acc ord ing to Kain and Quigle y (1972). They utilized 
factor analysis to show items predictive of market value and 
tuus a scale indicative of quality. The items USEd included 
such aspects as ~he adjacent structures and parcels, block 
face condition, ~nd structural quality. Median schooling of 
adults by Census tract and race proportions were also 
11 
included in the study (Kain & Quigley, 1972, pp. 542-543). 
Morris and others (lY72) formed a comprehensive measure 
of housing quality combining traits of structural quality, 
service quality, and the state of maintenance and caretaking 
in~o an ind~x of quality which was found to be quite reliable 
and adaptable for use in measuring quality under a range of 
housing conditions and standards. Since their measure was 
developEd as a measure of habitability rather that one of 
comf::>rt and livability, it is quite suited for developing_ 
countries and, to some extent, is adaptable for the more 
complete range ot housing found in the united states (Morris, 
Woods, & Jacobson, 1972). However, the specific salection of 
items appli~d more readily to developing countries; an 
application of the scale in the united states would produce a 
ceiling effect on most standard units due to a lack of 
sens~tivity at the upper limits of the scale. 
When compar~ng the summed quality indexes to a factor 
analysis of the same items, it was found that: 
The strong and clear-cut results of the 
factor analysis suggested that the simple 
summed scores would probably serve as well as 
factor analysis to measure quality •••• The 
use of summed scores, therefore, seems 
appropriate and little would be gained by 
using the more complex and less 
straightforward technique ot factor analysis 
(Morr is et al., 1972, p. 385). 
12 
Housing Satisfaction 
satisfaction with housing has been measured in many ways 
by different social scisntists. The basic application of the 
variable has been as a predictor of behavior, in many 
instances housing adjustment behavior {Rossi, 1955; Wolpert, 
1965; Golant, 1971; Speare, 1974; Butler, Chapin, HewllIens, 
Kai ser, Ste gillan, & weiss, 1969; Morris, Crull, & wir. ter, 
1976) • 
Ros si f oJ:med a "complaints index" stating that: 
[E ~ch household faces a particulaL kind of 
housing situation. Dwelling units vary in 
their size, their design, the utilities and 
conveniences furnished, their ecological 
setting, e~c. Households can therefore be 
expected to vary in the extent ~o which 
they see their present dwelling as 
fulfilling or not fulfilling their housing 
requirements and nEeds as they view them 
(ROssi, 1955, pp. 80-81). 
He found that although both owners and renters become more 
dissatisfied with the aspects of their housing over which 
they had lit~le or no control, rentErs tend to move more 
quickly in response to dissatisfaction with their housing. 
Renters were more likely to complain about costs while owners 
were more likely to complain about neighbcrhood (pp. 89-90). 
Foote and others (1960) found that in qeneral renters 
have higher levels of dissatisfaction, particularly as 
13 
relaL~d to tenure rather than space. For all families, 
overcrowding, family size and density were particularly 
associat€d with low level~ of satisfaction, although even at 
the l)west densities families were still not completely 
satisfied with their housing. rhe majority of families of 
four persons or less and the majority of homeowners were 
satisfied with their housing. However, among those families 
who were dissat~sfied with their housing, space is the 
primary complaint (Foote, Abu-Lughod, Foley, and Winnick., 
1960, pp. 229-230). 
The placement of satisfaction in most models is as an 
intervening variable (Speare, 1974; Morris et al., 1976; 
Butler et al., 1969; Bross, 1975). Speare (1974) treated 
residential satisfaction as an intervening variable between 
mobility and selected housing and household characteristics 
stating: 
Residential satisfaction is assumed to 
depend on characteristics and aspirations 
of the household, the characteristics of 
the location, and "social bonds" between 
household members and other members fof the 
neighborhoodl (p. 5). 
He found that cf all the variables directly related to 
satisfaction (age of head, duration of residence, tenure, 
crowding, and neighborhood friendship index) only tenure and 
durat~on of residence related directly to desire to move or 
actual mobility (Speare, 1974). 
14 
. I10rris et ale (1976) built on speare's model trea tinq 
normative deficits (bedroom deficit, positive and negative 
structure deficits, and owner and renter deficits) as well as 
other household characteristics as antecedent to 
satisfaction. They found that none of the background 
variables had an independent effect on housing satisfaction 
thus interpreting the deficits as interven~ng or explanatory 
variables between the demographic and other exogenous 
variables. Bedroom deficit, negative structure deficit, 
rentec deficit, and recant movers directly affected 
satisfaction (Morris et al., 1976, p. 35). The relevance of 'r 
thes~ studies to the present thesis lies in the use of 
satisfaction as an intervening variable that explains the 
relationship between housing quality and residential 
adaptation behavior. 
nesidential Adaptation 
In viewing residential adaptation as treat~d in the 
previJus literature it appears that the bulk of the empirical 
literature treats demographic and family conditions relative 
to re5idential adaptation behavior. Housing conditions and 
situations are rarely viewed as determinants of residential 
adapta tion. 
Meeks (1972) sampled only those families who had added a 
bathr)om tJ their owner-occupied dwelling, although all but 
15 
one ot the twenty-five families in her sample had made other 
maior addition/improvement ad~ptations to their dwelling. 
Joslin (1959) sampled homemakers living on owner-occupied 
farms. And Needham (1973) studied perceptions of housing 
conditions and problems in low-income areas of Georgia, 
Texas, and virginia. Meeks and Firebaugh (1974) only 
'. 
included homeowners in their evaluation of home maintenance 
and improvement behavior. Those studies varied slightly as 
to whether the researchers studied those who desired 
adaptations or those who actually made adaptations. Of those 
families who desired adaptations, Joslin (1959) found that 
age of the homemaker was sign~ficantly related to the 
improvement type desired, with young and middle-aged 
homemakers most frequently desiring the additicn or 
improvement of storage space and the basement. Although age 
was related to desired types of improvements, age did not 
relate to the types of alterat~ons or improvements already 
made (Joslin, 195'J). Naedham (1973) found that: 
As the family size increased, there was an 
increase in the desire to add structural 
improvements. • • • More housinq problems 
were related to structural improvement 
rather than to the addition of rooms or 
building a ne w house. • •• One-fourth to 
one-firth of the families in each of the 
income classifications expressed a desire 
for structural improvement, but more 
families with young or adolescent children 
at home and the older adult group expressed 
this desire (pp. 34-35). 
16 
Meeks (1972) examin~d maintenance and housing 
improvement activities, focusing upon three main elements: 
(1) demands for ma~ntenance and improvemen~ and resources 
available to meet the demands; (2) management; and (3) 
resultant maintenance and improvemen~ behavior. She found 
that none of her variables had a significant relationship to 
either the number or cost of improvement activities while the 
mean number of maintenance skills possessed was a significant 
predictor of maintenance expenditures. people with more 
skills spent mOLe money on maintenance. The number of hours 
employed was significantly related to the number of 
maintenance activities in a negative direction; the more 
hours spent at work, the fewer maintenance activities 
periocmed. 
The most com~on reasons for choosing a 
particular time to add to the bathroom 
were: the availability of money, changes 
in the family size or composition and 
health (Meeks, 1972, p. 13). 
Meeks and Firebaugh (1974) evaluated home maintenance 
and improvement behavioL of ohio homeowners. Their model 
consisted of family and housing characteristics; qoals and 
resources; internal family manaqerial proce£ses and actions; 
and maintenance and improvement activities. Maintenance was 
defined as maintaining the status quo of the dwellinq. 
17 
Improvement activities includ€d additions, alterations, 
and/or major replacements. Improvement skill was the only 
variable that significantly influenced improvement 
activities. They suggested that there could be some direct 
effects on the maintenance and improvement D~haviors by the 
demand and resource variables, bcit did not test all the 
relationships. 
Winger (1973) analyzed upkeep as an investment decision, 
combining two one-year periods into a single sample from the 
1964 and 1965 surveys of Consumer Finance data. The upkeep 
variable consisted of estimates of actual household 
improvement and repair. The variables with siqnificant and 
direct effects on the cost of upkeep were income and ag~ of 
head in the 25-34 and over 65 groups. People with higher 
incorues spent more on upkeep while those in the 25-34 and 
over 65 age groups spant less money on upkeep than other age 
groups. 
Bross (1975) studied the relationships of housinq 
characteristics measured as normative deficits and family 
characteristics to residential adaptation. She studied 
adaptation behavior broken down into two categories: costs of 
adaptations and improvements, relating to all residential 
adaptations, and costs of additions and renovations, relating 
to adaptations that were strictly space related activities. 
She found that: space deficits (particularly not enough 
18 
space) related positively to both the general adaptation and 
the space related variable; household size changes (either an 
increase or a decrease) related positively to the space 
related adaptation variable; length of ownership related 
negatively to the space related adaptation variable; 
urbanized neighborhoods related negatively to the general 
adaptation variable; and there was no relationship to 
a~aptation at all by dwelling structure type, size of lot, 
and neighborhood type (hamlet or village) (pp. 80-84). 
Several studies have treated residential adaptation as 
an alternative to mobility. Hill's (1970) study of three 
generations of families found that sixty-four percent of the 
total populaticn had engaged in some kind of residential 
adaptation behavior ~. 117). Ue also found that: 
[R ]enovating is substitutive rather than 
linked to residential mobility. • •• [I1n 
the same quarterly interval ••• if 
redecoration then no residence move, and if 
a residence move than no redecorating or 
remodeling (pp. 121-122). 
Bross and Morris (1974) treated residential mobility and 
residential adaptation as alternative behaviors resulting 
from the influence ot normative housing deficits. They found 
renters tended to have a higher rate of mobility and owners 
19 
tended to have ,a higher rate of adaptation. Residential 
adaptation made up much of the difference in residential 
mobility between home o~ners and non-owners (Bross and 
Horris, 1914). Morris and ~inter (1914) suggest that: 
[O]wners sUbstitute residential adaptation 
for mobility and that owners and renters 
are more similar in their propensity to 
engage in housing adjustment behavior than 
the residential mobility literature alone 
would indicate. Renters and cwners 
probably have similar amounts of normative 
housing deficits and therefore similar 
levels of the propensity to engage in 
housing adjustment behavio~, but it is 
clearly manifested in different behaviors 
(p. 309). 
Bross (1915) in her study of residential adaptation 
hypothesized that people who had made residential adaptat10ns 
would neither desire nor expect to move. However, she found 
her data did not support the hypothesis. She suggests: 
{T]he time element may have had some effect 
in that residential adapta~ions made during 
the past year may not alter mobility 
desires and expectations for the next year 
or the next five years. Perhaps last years 
adaptations only took care of this year's 
needs. Also, there is some evidence that 
there may be households who engage in 
adaptive behavior in order to make their 
dwelling units more salable and thereby 
facilitate mobility (p. 85). 
20 
Bross's study (1975) treated housing satisfaction as an 
intervening variable between housing and family 
characteristics and residential addptation. She found that 
the c~mpletion of residential adaptation activities during 
the year prior to the interview was not related to housing 
satisfaction. She concluded: 
It would appear that adaptation does not 
ra ise the leve 1 of sa ti sfact.ion wit h the 
dwelling unit. Perhaps people who are 
already satisfied wit.h their housing engage 
in adaptive behavior and continue to feel 
satisfied, while people who are 
dissatisfied with their housing are 
dissatisfied with so many facits that 
changing just some of them is only going to 
make the remaining problems more qlaring. 
Another possibility is that people who are 
dissatisf1ed with their housing aLe 
dissatisfied because they do not like the 
neighborhood, a feeling which residential 
adaptation cannot be expected to alter 
appreciably (p. 84). 
There is very little research on housing qualit.y as a 
predi~tor of residential behavior, that is mobility, family 
adaptation, or Lesident1al adaptation. Butler et ale (1969) 
found that those families who plan to move are likely to live 
in housing that is of poor quality, using the interviewer's 
21 
assessment of interior and exterior dwelling appearance and 
state of dwelling repair as a quality indicator (p. 53). 
Other studies (Sabagh, Van Arsdol, & Butler, 1969; Morris & 
Winter, 1974) suggest that families who move or are motivated 
to move see k to main t:t in pre vious le vels vt housing quality 
or to achiave higher levels of ~uality. 
In relating qUality to value of the dwelling, Gladhart 
(1971) fou n d the desire to inc raase the services per room as 
a measure of quality of the housing services received to be: 
a prime motive for moving among occupants 
of low- priced housing. • •• As th e pr ice 
of housing rises, the importance of quality 
an an ~ncentive to mobility diminishes. 
Bayond a certain level, increased quality 
(increased rent or value per room) is a 
deter rent to mo bili ty (p. 12). 
Many studies have focused upon the development of a 
housing quality variable. Many studies have regarded l~vels 
ot satisfaction as motivators for residential behaviors. 
There is little research, however, utilizing a single quality 
indicator as a predictor of residential satisfaction or, 
further, as a predictor of residential adaptative behaviors. 
This thesis will focus upon housing quality as a causal 
factor intluencing residential satisfaction and, in turn, 
residential adaptation. 
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CHAPTER II. PROCEDURES 
The Sample 
The data for this study were drawn from a study of 
housing needs and conditions in Fort Dodge, Iowa (Project 
2115 of the Iowa Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment 
stati:>ri). A total of 455 households were interviewed by Iowa 
State University with the cooperation of the City of Fort 
Dodge. Completed in 1975, a stratified random sample was 
selected from the city's nineteen Census enumeration 
districts. The final results were weighted to allow for 
underenumeration in some districts, w~th no weight factor 
being greater then 1.57, resulting in a weighted Sample size 
of 527. 
The survey was completed in two stages. In the first 
stage the interviewer completed an intensive questionnaire 
with the respondent. In ~he second stage the interviewer 
completed an exterior survey ot dwelling conditicn coverinq 
seven dspects of exterior dwelling condiLion. 
rhe respondent for each household .as either the head of 
the household, the wife ot the head, 01" the couple. A test 
of uitterence ot means was conducted between sex of the 
r~spondenL in four groups (male, female, both, and not known) 
and t~e endogenous variables in the study. In all cases 
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there was not a significant difference. 
I£g~!!gn1-2i-~1~§1ng_ggt~ 
By deleting from the analysis all cases with any missing 
data in a single variable in the model, the sample size can 
dro p con siderabl y. If oIlly a t ew respondent s ha ve mest of 
the ffiissing data the sample size does not drop greatly; but 
if, as-in the case of the present sample, the missing data 
are scattered among tne respondents and the variables, the 
sample size decreases markedly. To avoid this problem, 
several methods of treatment of missing data vere employed 
consis te ntl y. 
l'"or any tests which would indicate a level of validity 
or reliability, such as thos~ concerning reliability testing 
and z~ro order correlation, res~ondents with any relevant 
missing adta were deleted. Although the sample size would be 
necessarily lower, it was felt that the results would be at 
the lowest level of reliahility and therefore less misleading 
for interpretation. Afte~ the initial correlations and 
reliability testing were completed, any variable with less 
than five percent missing data was reformulated to include 
the missing data using the following format: 
1. If the values of the variable ranged frem 0 to 5, the 
missing data were recoded to the modal class. 
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2. If the values of the variable ranged from 0 to 20 or 
appear~d to be highly skew~d, the missing data were recoded 
to the median. 
3. If the variable was a continuous scale and was not 
greatly skew~d, the missing data were recoded to the m~an. 
4. If the variable was a scale made up of other 
variables with missing data, the missing data were recoded to 
the mo~e, the median, or mean item by item according to the 
format listt:d in 1-3. 
Exceptions include the standardized scale of 
socio-economic status and the income dummy series. The 
treatment of missing data with these two variables is 
discuss~d where their calculations are explained (pp. 26 and 
28 resp~ctively). 
Reliability Testing 
Several multiple-item scales are evaluated using 
Cronbach's alpha and standardized item alpha computations of 
reliability. In general, the conc~pt of reliability refers 
to how accurate, on the averaqe, the estimate of the true 
SCOL~ or true concept LS in a population of obiects to b~ 
mEasurE.d (Specht, 1975, p. 16). Reliability scores also 
indicate how accura~ely one can rem~asure the data. 
Reliability can be defineu as the relationship of 
observEd variance to true variance. The true score cannot be 
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measui~d directly. Therefore, methods for inferring or 
estimating true score va~iance are used and coefficient alpha 
is one of these methods for estimating reliability. Using 
the model X (i) = T (i) .. E (i), where X (i) is the obse~ved 
score, T(i) the true score, and E(i) the measurement error, 
and the assumption of random measurement error, which 
includes the assumption ~hat there is no correlation between 
measurement errors for the various items, the reliability 
coefficien~ can be defined as: 
variance E(i) 
1 - -------------
varl.ance X(i) • 
If all of the variation in observed scores X(i) is Que to 
errors of measurement E(i), the reliability coefficient would 
be O. If there is no measurement error, the reliability 
coefficient would be 1 (Specht, 1975, p. 10). 
The standardized item alpha is closely related to alpha. 
One can interpret the standardized alpha coefficient as the 
alpha calculated by standardizing each item by div1ding the 
item score by the standard dbviation of the item. 
The interpretation of a reliability coefficient then is 
the proportion of the observed score variance that measures 
the true score variance. Thus, if one has an alpha 
reliability coefficient of .70, it is interpreted to mean 
that 30% of the var~ation in the observed score is due to 
measurement error and 70% of the variatioc of the observed 
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score indicates the true measure. 
The Exogenous Variables 
~~mQg~g~h1£_gn~§Q£i~~£QnQm1£_£hg£g£1§£i§1!£§ 
~Q£io~§£QllQmb£_2t~f~§ S9c io-economic status is based 
on a combination of two variables: occupation status and 
education level of the h~ad of the household. Occupational 
statu~ of the head has a range of 0 to 7, with 0 representinq 
no occupation outside of the home and 7 representing 
professional and managerial occupations. Education of the 
head is a continuous variable measured in years of completed 
schooling, ranging from 2 to 20. Both variables were 
standardized and then summed to form the socia-economic 
variahle. If the occupational status item had missinq data 
or if the respondent had no occupation, the socio-economic 
variable received the standardiz~d score from the tducation 
item times two. If there were missing data in the Education 
item, the socio-economic variable received the standardized 
score from the occupation item times two. The resultant 
scale ranges from -6.71 to 4.i2 with a mean of -O.OJ and a 
mf:dian of -0.31. 
~g~_Qf_th§_h§g~ Age of the head is a continuous 
variahle with a range in years from 17 to 88. The mean is 
49.6; the mode is 24.0; and the median is 49.7. 
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Number of childIen 
is used in this analysis along with age of head'to indicate 
family life cycle. Household size was eliminated from this 
analysis as the variable correlated with number of children 
quite highly (.91). Those families with no children were of 
the yreatest frequency as the following distribution 
indica tes: 
Number of children: 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 
Percent 
62.0 
11.4 
12. 1 
6.8 
3.6 
2.7 
0.8 
0.6 
100.0 
( 527) 
Ever married is a dummy variable with 0 
for never married respondents and 1 for respondents who are 
or were ever married. A total of 10.2% of the sample are 
single and 89.8% of the sample have been ever married. 
~~K_~f-ik~_hg~g Sex of the head is a dummy variable 
with 0 indicating those female heads of the household (27.2~) 
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and 1 indicating the male heads of the household (72.8~). It 
was felt that the inclusion of sex of the head, while 
valuable in itself, is also a further indicator of marital 
statu~, as a combination of the sex of the head and ever 
marri~d variables will show single males and females, and 
ever married te~ales whose spouse is not present. 
&~~l~Ym~n~_§£g£Y§_Q!_~h~_D~gg The original 
employment status variable indicated whether the head was 
employed full t~me; employed part time; not employed, locking 
for wJrk; not employed, not looking for work; or retired. 
The variable was coded into a dummy variable with 0 for those 
who ace not employed or retired (33.5%), and 1 for those 
employed part or full time (66.5%). 
Annual household income received in 1974 had 
25% missing data due to refusals or interviewer error. The 
variable was originally collected by income sources such as 
salary, social security, welfare, gifts and bequests, 
bontises, armed service benefits, pensions, and so on. 
stepwise forward reqressions were performed for each inco~e 
sou rca and estimates for the missing items calculated. Total 
income was obtained by summing all sources of income 
includiLg the estimates. If there were missing data on all 
items for a given respondent th9 data were left missing. 
This method brought the number of missing values down to 48 
(9.2%). However, the middle and higher income levels are 
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over-representtd in the missing data category (Morris and 
Winter, 1976). For this reason, income was coded into a 
series of dummy variables for the income groups of $0 to 
$4,999 (21.8%), $5,000 to $9,999 (20.9%), $10,000 to $15,999 
(24.4%), $16,000 to $988,000 (23.9%), and missing income 
(9.2~). Tte high income variable was omitted in the 
regression analy sis and the coefficients of the ether classes 
were interpreted as deviations from the high income class. 
~QY§illg_chs~a£te£i§1i£§ 
~Ym~£-2t~QQ!§ Number of rooms indicates all rooms 
in the dwelling unit including bedrooms, living room(s), 
dining room, kitchen, family room or recreation room, den or 
library, and sewing room or workshop. The total did not 
include the number of full or half baths, utility or laundry 
room(s), garage, unenclosed porches, or unfinished rocms or 
areas such as basements. The var1able had a range from 1 to 
18 with a mean of 5.6, a mode of 6.0, and a median of 5.5. 
~1£Y£1~~~_~IE~ Originally structure type indicated a 
range of dwelling structures including single family detached 
homes, rowhouses or townhouses, apartment buildings, and 
mobile homes. The variable was coded into a dummy variable 
of single family homes (76.3%) and other (24.7%), with the 
single family home catagory coded as 1. 
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t~a~t~ Home ovne~shop is ~ep~esented by a dummy 
va~iable with 0 fo~ non-owners (31.5%) and 1 for owners 
(68.5%) • 
f£~Yi2g2~~~EiatiQn_Q~h~~~~a~_~il~iyde2 
I!EQ£t~n£~Qk_~~aEiin~_ih~_n~~_~~£lli~g This 
va~iable is made up of two items: the consideration of 
adapt~ve behavior 'and the impo~tance of the consideration of 
making adaptatious. Respondents we~e asked whether or not 
they considered the possibilities for improvements in their 
dwelling when ~hey moved into it. If they did consider 
improvements, they were then ask~d how important the 
consideration of improvements was to them. If a respondent 
did not consider any improvements, for this item they 
received a score of O. If the respondent felt the 
consideraticns they made were not at all important, the score 
vas 1 (1.9~); not very important, 2 (8.5%); important, 3 
(16.4~); and very important, 4 (16.6%). 
Adapt ations 
were itemized over the last five years and summed for each 
respo~dent. The resultant variable had a ranqe from 0 to 5 
with the followinq percentages: 
Number adaptations 
o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
.J1 
Percen t 
44.6 
30.0 
12.9 
7.2 
1.9 
3.4 
100.0 
(527 ) 
rQ~~l_~I~~!Q~§_~q~~~~l!Qn_~~~g~~!l~I~~ The 
expenditures for all residential aJaptation activities over 
the last five years were summed for each respondent, 
resulting in a variable with a ranqe from $0 (51%) to 
$26,000, a mean of 748.87, and a mediae of 21.25. 
Housing Quality 
Thus far market value of the house may be considered the 
best single indicator of housinq quality. The components of 
market value, however, involve not only an overlapping of 
many attributes of the dwelling, especially space, structura 
type, and neighborhood, but supply, demand, and price factors 
as well ~orris & Winter, 1974). Assuming that a measure of 
quality should include more than a single indicator, one must 
then give attention to the vaLious attributes which the 
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typical individual thinks of as contributing to quality. 
Individuals can be expected to give differing responses to 
what they desire in housing, agreeing in wanting a 
combination that gives them what they feel is best for their 
money. 
Major considerations of interio~ designers when 
beginning a design projec~ are several basic family hcusing 
needs and considerations. Prime examples includ€ the 
fiuan:;ial situation of the family as it passes through st.aqes 
of the iamilylife cycle (Faulkner & Faulkner, 1968) and 
provisions within the furnishing budget for basic activities 
such as eating and sleeping before anything else (Austin & 
Par vis, 1951). In heren t in a measure of interior desig n 
quality are individuality, or making one's home one's own, 
and beauty, "that quality which pleases the eyes and lifts 
the spir its" (Faul kner & Fau Ikner, 19b 8, p. 13). A simple 
redecoration such as changing wall color is inherent in 
showing a desire for housing quality. 
Dne should not separate beauty from usefulness in a 
discussion of quality measures (Neutra, 1954). It would seem 
that the development of an ind8x or scale of quality would 
have ~o include both aesthetics and functional utility as 
many families experience a sort of quality within their homes 
due to the adequate performance of mechanical items. 
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The housing quality variable was calculated in two 
stag~s: a summEd interioL index of interior quality, 
consisting of housing cond~tions and the presence of certain 
amenities, and a summ~d index of exte~ior quality, consisting 
of exterio= housing conditions, upkeep, and a level of 
maintenance and safety. Each of the component variables were 
coded to give a positive score it the variable contributed to 
quality and a negative score if the respondent or interviewer 
indicated a level of quality that was not safe, not healthy, 
at a leval of maintenance tnat indicated refurnishing, 
rehabilitation, or renovation, or if the item response did 
not contribute to ease of care and a general living standard. 
(See Tables 1 and 2 tor itemized component codinq.) Wi th 
this procedure several negative attributes of the individual 
housing unit would cancel out some of the positive 
attributes, leaving scales of interior quality and exterior 
quality that have positive and negative ranges. The indexes 
for interior quality and exterior quality were then summed to 
form:i total quality scale with a range fr-om -17 to 30, a 
mean of 15.24, a mode of 16.00, and a median of 16.10. 
ro discover if the resultant quality index was a 
reliable measure of quality, an alpha coefficient was 
calculated for the scales of interior quality and exterior 
quality, the components of interior quality, the components 
of exterior quality, and the components of the total scaled 
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Table 1. Interior Quality scale Items. 
Component items 
Presence of: 
Half baths 
Full baths 
storm wind~ws 
storm- doors 
Wall insulation 
Attic insulation 
Air c)nditioning 
Condition of: 
Floors 
Walls 
Windows 
Boof 
Heating 
PI umbinq 
Amenities: 
Freezer 
Wall )ven 
Microwave 
Dishwasher 
Washer' 
Drier 
Water softener 
Color television 
Stereo 
Fireplace 
Values 
-1 
none 
none 
none 
none 
none 
defective 
defective 
defective 
defective 
defective 
defective 
o 
none 
one 
partial 
partial 
partial 
partial 
none 
sound 
sound 
sound 
sound 
sound 
sound 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
1 
one or more 
more than one 
complete 
complete 
complete 
complete 
one or more 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 2. Exterior Quality Variable Components. 
----------,----------------- --------,--------------,------------
Com ponen ts : 
Lot fixtures 
Lawn, shrubs 
Roof 
Siding, brick 
Porch, entry 
Doors, windows 
Foundations 
Values: 
Specific Content 
----------------------------.----------
(sidewalks; fences; drive; detatcbed 
garage) 
(mowed; walk, drive edged: bushes, 
hedges trimmed; additional landscaping; 
good trees) 
(color; gutters; chimney; gable: vents; 
straig ht lines) 
(paint; boards; mortar; color; straight 
lines) 
(roofs; support columns; steps; 
platform) 
(glass; cracks; screens; sills; frames) 
(cracks; broken; mortar; weathering; 
straight lines) 
-2 extremely dilapidated; not salvagable 
-1 requires major replacement or rehabilitation; salv~gable 
o basically sound; needs minor rehabilitation 
1 good structural condition; minor cosmetic refurnishing 
2 sound condition; no reFairs or cosmetic refurnishing 
needed 
--------.-----------------------------------------
-----------------
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quality variable. Each component item was also correlated 
with the variable of which it is a part and to all other 
corol-onen t items. 
The correlations among the items for the components of 
interior quality are generally low but positive among the 
items. The correlations of the items to the interior scale 
range from .19 to .69, while the correlations between the 
items and the interior quality scale range from .17 to .58. 
(See Table 3.) 
The correlations for the components of the exterior 
quality scale are in the middle range for the items, ranging 
from .45 to .72. The correlations of the items to the 
exterior scale range from .72 to .85, while the correlations 
between the items and total quality range from .61 to .79. 
(See Table 4.) 
The alpha coefficients indicate that the quality 
variables are quite reliable. When the components of 
interior ~uality are scaled, they show an alpha coefficient 
of .76; the exterior quality scale has an alpha coefficient 
or .91. 
Using interior quality and exterior quality as two 
separate estimates of a true measure of quality, the alpha 
coefricient is .69. Using the items of the total quality 
scal~ as an indication of the trUE measure of quality, the 
alpha is found to be .87. Thus the interior and exterior 
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Table 3. Zero Order Correlations Among the Interior Quality 
Items and Total. 
-----------------------Total-Interlor-------------------------
Variables Quality Quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Pres ence of: 
1 • Half baths 24 31 
2. Full baths 30 35 -07 
3. storm windows 31 37 05* 05* 
4. Storm doors 35 47 07 11 31 
5. Wall insulation 48 57 1 1 04* 18 25 
6. Attic insulation 58 69 15 08 29 33 69 
7. Air conditioning 46 52 15 23 11 13 14 21 
Condi tion of: 
8. Floors 40 38 04* 04* 23 16 19 24 
9. Walls 42 41 02* 05* 18 18 17 22 
10. Windows 52 47 07 14 18 19 28 38 
11. ceiling 30 29 -07 10 09 13 10 17 
12. Heating 27 25 -02*-01* 12 09 13 17 
13. Plumbing 36 36 07 07 07 10 16 21 
Amenities: 
14. Freezer 17 35 15 1 3 00* 01 -04* 05* 
15. Wall oven 27 31 15 20 -06 -02* 07 05* 
16. Microwave 17 19 07 13 02* 01* 05* 09 
17. Dishwasher 31 35 21 12 03* 04* 01 09 
18. Dryer 46 61 18 19 17 15 19 31 
19. Washer 41 52 13 15 12 21 12 25 
20. wat er s:> ftener 46 46 17 25 05* 01 12 20 
21. Color television 31 44 13 09 11 12 10 18 
22. stereo 29 40 15 12 08 01* 20 20 
23. Fireplace 31 36 15 29 01* 08 10 10 
-------------------------------------------------------
Note: Total quality and interior quality correlations are 
sig nif ic an t at the .001 level. 
*Not s ignifica nt at the .10 level. 
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- - . -
.----------------------------------------------------------------
, 
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
-
._---------------------------------------------------------------
16 
18 69 
13 56 53 
14 20 34 36 
07 33 35 29 20 
13 32 40 44 29 35 
21 00* 04*-02* 05*-02* 07 
19 03* 07 08 04* 02* 08 16 
08 03* 03* 05* 04* 03* 05* 08 20 
20 06 -00* 06 -01* 04* 13 14 18 08 
41 14 15 10 06 02* 15 35 18 08 19 
29 28 26 18 15 09 18 24 12 03* 16 60 
29 1 1 12 18 05* 12 14 16 17 -00* 27 23 17 
28 1 1 19 13 09 09 10 18 15 10 17 40 22 17 
13 -04* 00* 14 -04*-03* 02* 21 19 07 19 31 15 13 22 
25 01* 02* 06* 04* 01* 02* 15 27 18 23 1 1 09 23 11 17 
----------------------------------------------------------------
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quality scales, while quite reliable indicating their 
individual measures, are not evenly balanced. Although the 
exterior and interior quality scales can be used as 
ind€~endent measures of quality, the summed total scale of 
quality is a better indicator of a measure ot quality and 
will be the measure applied ~n this analysis. (See Table 5.) 
In the selection and weighting of items tc form a 
com~o~ite, it is important to consider both theoretical 
orientation and information obtained from data from a given 
sample. It is desirable to test the developed scale on 
several samples. The scales developed in this thesis have 
not been test~d on any sample othe= than Fort Dodge. 
When reviewing the components of the interior and 
exterior quality variables, through both the correlation 
coefficients and the reliability alpha coefficients, 
theoretical background leading up to the inclusion of the 
item in the first place is of primary consideration. 
Assuming homogenous items a component must have a positive 
correlation to the other components as well as to the summed 
total of which it is a part. The inter-item correlation 
should be at a level to indicate that it is related to the 
other components but not so high as to indicate that two 
com~onents aLe ~o similar as to be the same. By having a low 
correlation or a negative correlation to the scale, the 
component could indicate a coding problem or an item that 
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Table 5. Quality Reliability Alpha Coefficients. 
--------------------------------------------------------
!BQ!-~ASURE QUALITY 
Components 
Interior 
Quality 
Full baths 
Half baths 
storm window s .. 
Storm doors _ 
Wall insulation 
Attic insulation 
• 76-----t Air conditio ning 
(.79) Floors / 
Walls 
Windows / 
Ceiling /' 
Heating '" 
Plumbing ,/ 
Freezer 
Wall oven 
Microwave 
Drier 
Dishwasher 
Washer 
Water softener 
Color TV 
Fireplace 
stereo 
Landscaping 
Lot fixtures 
Exterior roof 
Siding , 
Doors-windows 
Porch 
Foundations 
.87 t.87) 
QUALITY 
SCALE 
Exterior 
Quality 
.-----,.91 
(.91 ) 
) 
(standardized value) 
-----._. __ -..-----------------------------------------------_._------
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really is not contributing to the underlying concept one is 
trying to measure. Some of the variation among item 
correlations may be attriDuted to measurement and to sampling 
error that may well not occur in the further samples to which 
the items and scales are applied. 
until the item has been thoroughly validated through 
several samples, one may assume the correctness of the theory 
or hypothesis behind the inclusion of the variable and 
include the variable. Although most of the component items 
referred tJ in this particular analysis do measure 
statistically significant relationships, there are a small 
number the deletion of which might improve the final results 
of the analysis for this particular sample. However, these 
variables will be included in this analysis, assuming that 
their inclusion is valid pending further testing. 
Satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency 
The index of satisfaction with housing quality was based 
on the items that measure specitic housing attributes which 
are indicative of levels of maintenance, safety, upkeep, and 
gene~al dwelling conditions. A consideration in the 
measurement of satisfaction is a corresponding measure of 
saliency, or the level of importance an individual may feel 
about a specific housing attribute. It would seem that if 
previJus studies indicate that satisfaction is a predictor of 
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residential behavior (Rossi, 1955; Wolpert, 1965; Golant, 
1971; Speare, 1974; Butler, Chapin, Hemmens, Kaiser, Stegman, 
& weiss, 1969; Morris, Crull, & winter, 1976), the importance 
of an item which corresponds with a satisfaction item by 
topic would also be a motivator for residential behavior. 
Thus, two corresponding scales of housing quality utility 
were developed, one with satisfaction alone and one with a 
combi~ation of satisfaction aud saliency. 
Ten satisfaction items, eaCh with a range from 1 (very 
dissatisfied) to 4 (very satisfied), (number of baths, floor 
plan, physical condition of the home, comfort of the home, 
style of the home, house image, cOuking facilities, ease of 
cleaning, landscaping, and ease of lot care) were summed to 
form a satisfaction scale of housing quality which ranged 
from 13 to 40, with a mean of 30.57, a mode of 30.00, and a 
median of JO.12. The same ~tems were used in the 
satisfaction-salience measure; however, the items were 
weighted by the respondent's rating of the importance of the 
item, that is, the corresponding salience item, each with a 
range of 1 (very unimportant) to 4 (very important). (See 
Table 6.) The ten resulting satisfaction-saliency items were 
then summed to fo~m a ~otal satisfaction-saliency scale with 
a range from 37 to 310, a mean of 238.18, a mode of 250.00, 
an d a me dia n of 247. 67. 
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Table 6. Scores of satisfaction-saliency Items. 
satisfacti~n level saliency (importance) level Score 
Ver y iissatisfied Very important 1 
Dissatisfied Very important 4 
Very dissatisfied Important 5 
Dissa tis fied Important 7 
Very -d issa tisfied Very unimportant 10 
Very iissatisfied Unimportant 12 
Dissa tis fied Very unimportant 14 
Dis sat is fie d Unimportan t 15 
Sa tisf ie d Very unimportant 17 
Sat isfie d Unimportant 18 
Very satisfied Very unim portan t 20 
Very satisfied U nimport ant 22 
Satisfied Important 25 
satisfied Ver: y important 27 
Very satisfied Important 28 
Very satisfied Very important 31 
------------------------------------------------------------
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As with the quality variables, the component items were 
correlated with each other and their total and an alpha 
coefficient of reliability was calculated. The reliability 
analysis included two sub-scales for satisfaction and two 
sub-scales for satisfaction-saliency to indicate more 
complately the reliability of the items. correlations of the 
satisfaction items and th&ir corresponding saliency and 
satis~action-saliency items were also completed to indicate 
the differences between the two concepts. 
rhe results show the sat1sfaction components correlate 
wit h each othe r wi thin the middle 1:ange of .20 to .64. (See 
Table 7.) The satisfaction-saliency items correlate with 
each other within the range of .08 to .56. (See Table 8.) 
The satisfaction items co~related with the satisfaction total 
within the range of .53 to .77 and the satisfaction-saliency 
items correlated to the satisfaction-saliency total with the 
range of .43 to .71. 
The satisfaction and saliency items have low 
correlations of their corresponding items between .02 and 
.22. The corresponding satisfaction and 
satisfaction-saliency items and their totals indicate a 
closer relationship, perhaps due to the inclusion of 
satisfaction in the variable, showing a range between .78 and 
.87. Scaled satisfaction and scaled satisfaction-saliency 
cor rela t <a to each other with a coefficient 0 f • B 7. (See 
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Table 9. Zero Order Correlations Among satisfaction, Saliency, 
satisfaction-saliency Items and Total Scales. 
Items 
Sa tisfactio n: 
Number baths 
Floor plan 
Physical condition 
Comfort home 
Style home 
House image 
Cooking facilities 
Ease cleaning 
Lan dscap ing 
Ease lot care 
Total scale 
Saliency 
02* 
07 
12 
22 
04* 
16 
24 
13 
22 
14 
Sa tisfaction 
-saliency 
82 
82 
87 
83 
82 
81 
82 
82 
85 
78 
87 
--------------------------------------------------------------
*Not significant at the .10 level. 
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Table 9.) 
The alpha coefficients resulting from the reliability 
calculations are quite high for all scales. The two 
sub-scales tor satisfaction have an alpha of .89, while the 
components of satisfaction viewed as an indicato~ ot the 
measure has an alpha of .68. (See Table 10.) With the 
satistaction-saliency sub-scales, the alpha coefficient is 
.84, ~hile the component it~ms of satisfaction-saliency have 
an alpha of .79. (See Table 11.) The similarity of both 
sets ~f results for the satisfaction and satisfaction 
weighted for saliency scales justify the inclusicn of all the 
component items. 
Residential Adaptation Propensities 
Qg§i£~_slt~~g£iQn§ 
Respondents were questioned about thei~ residential 
adaptation desires with 77.2~ replY1ng that they did not 
desire any residential adaptation and 22.8~ replying that 
they did desire residential adaptations. The variable is 
coded as a dummy var1able with those desiring adaptations 
scored 1. 
~!Eg£!_gl!gIg!iQn§ 
Respondentti were quest~oned about their residential 
adaptation exp~ctations ~~th 8.2.4% replying that they did not 
exp8ct to make alterations and 17.6% replying that they did 
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Table 10. Satisfaction Reliability Alpha Coefficients. 
\. 
----------------------------------------
TRUE MEASURE SATISFACTION 
-----HQUSING-oUAL1!1 
Compcnents 
Comfort home Number baths 
House style 
House image 
Cooking facilities 
Ease lot care 
Floor plan 
Physical conditio~ 
Ease cleaning 
Landscaping 
~ 
.86 (.86) 
SCALED 
SATISFACTION 
HOUSING QUALITY 
Scale b 
} 
(standardized value) 
------------------- --------------------
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Table 11. satisfaction-saliency Reliability coefficients. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Components 
Comfort home Number baths cale d 
House style Floor plan 
House image Physical condition 
Cooking facilities Ease cleaning 
Ease lot care Landscaping l: . : .J 
.79 r.SO) 
SCALED 
SATISFACTION-SALIENCY 
HOUSING QUALITY 
(standardized va lue) 
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expect to make alterations. The variable is coded as a dummy 
variable with those who expect to make alterations scored 1. 
The Analysis 
Relationships will be examined in this study through the 
use of path analysis. Path analysis is concerned with: 
linear, additive, asymmetric relationships 
among a set of variables which are 
conceiv€d as being measurable on an 
interval scale, although some of them may 
not be actually measured or may even be 
truly hypothetical - for example, the 
"true" variables in measurement theory or 
the "factors" in factor analysis (Duncan, 
1966, pp. 2-3). 
Within the format of path analysis, a model, or path diagram 
is developed specifying certain relationships being 
considerEd in the analysis. 
In path diagrams, we use one-way arrows 
leading from each determining variable to 
each variable dependent on it. Unanalyzed 
correlations between variables not 
depending upon others in the system are 
shown by two-headed arrows, and the 
connecting line is drawn curved, rather 
than straight, to call attention to its 
distinction from paths relating dependent 
to determining variaoleti. The quantities 
enterEd on the diagram are symbolic or 
numerical values of E~1~_£Q~fficigal~, or, 
in the case of bidirectional correlations, 
the simple correlation coefficients 
( Dun c an , 1 9 66, p. J). 
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rhis analysis will deal with the recursive path model, 
that is there will be no feedback loops or arrows and the 
model moves in one direction for a specified time period. 
The utilization of the recurS1ve model allows analysis by use 
of a standarized regression format. This system may be 
closel by adding the residual path coefficients for each 
dependent variable, which are treated as the sum of the 
effects of all variables not in the model plus the random 
error of the variables included in the model. 
Path analysis has several advantages as a technique for 
interpreting data. 
[A ]ny causal interpretation of ethel data 
must rest on the assumptions - at a 
minimum, the assumption as to ordering of 
the variables, but also a~sumptions about 
the unmeasured variables here represented 
as uncorrelated residual factors. The 
great merit of the path scheme, then, is 
that it makes the assumptions explicit and 
tends to force discussion to be at least 
internally consistent, so that mutually 
incompa tible assumptions are not introduced 
surreptitiously into diif~rent parts of an 
argument extending over scores of pages. 
With the causal scheme made explicit, 
moreover, it is a form that enables 
criticism to be sharply focused hence 
potentially relevant not only to the 
interpreta~ion at hand but also, perchance, 
to the conduct of future inquiry (Duncan, 
1966, p. 7). 
The direct effect on any qiven dependent variable is 
indicated by the beta value (pata coefficient), or the 
proportion of the standard deviation of the dependent 
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variable explained by the given independent variable after 
accounting for the influence ot the other independent 
variables. One can interpret the results of path analysis 
with the direct eifects alone or one can examine the 
proportion of the correlation between variables which is 
contributed by the direct path as compared to the portion 
which is accounted for indirectly. 
Jne can calculate the total indirect effect by 
subtracting the path coefficient (direct effect) from the 
zero-order correlation of the specified dependent and 
independent variables (Duncan, 1966, p. 7). If the indirect 
paths contribute more to the correlation than do the direct 
paths, there is an indication that there are further 
variables that are important for understanding the 
determinants of the dependent variable (Gore, 1971, p. 125). 
There is also an indication that the joint effects of all the 
other variables in the equation are greater than the single 
direct effect of the specified independent variable. 
Because prior research examining the relationships 
between the exogenous characteristics and housing quality, 
housing quality satisfaction, housing quality satisfaction 
weighted for saliency, and residential adaptation 
expectations and desires is limited, it was decided to use a 
statistical significance of p>. 10 to determine acceptance or 
rejection of the null hypothesis. This lower level of 
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significance increases the chance of a Type I error; however, 
it decreases the chance of a Type II error. The chances of 
rejecting the null hupothesis when it is true increase with a 
lower significance. The chances of accepting the null 
hypothesis when it is false or re;ecting a relationship that 
does exist decrease with a lower significance level. 
By reducing the model through the rejection of the 
non-significant exogenous variables, there is an adjustment 
of the original path equations. In order to use the original 
regressions for the reduced models, the path coefficients of 
the rejected variables are sel: to O. The endogenous 
variables are not rejected from the models even if the level 
of si~ni£icance for these variables is below the criterion. 
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CHAPTER III. ANALYSIS 
The analysis tests the effects of the exogenous 
iariables on the housing quality scale. Further, the 
analysis tests the combined effects of the exogenous 
variables and housing quality on the desire for and 
expecitation of residential adaptations w~th the additional 
consideration of satisfaction with housing quality and 
satisfaction waighted for saliency with bousing quality as 
int~rvening variables. The exogenous variables include 
demographic and family characteristics, housing 
characteristics, and previous adap~ation-behavior attitudes. 
Specific demographic and family characteristics include 
socio-economic s~a~us, age of head, sex of head, number of 
childr~n under 18, ever married, employment status head, and 
income. Housing characteristics include number of rooms, 
structure type, and tenure. Previous adaptation-behavior 
attitudes are indicated by the importance of considering 
adaptations on arrival, total jobs last five years, and total 
job costs. 
Both the satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency scales 
include ~he satisfaction items and are fairly highly 
correlated. Therefore, both scales are never included in the 
same equation. Similarly the dependent variables expect and 
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desire to make residential adaptations are never included in 
the same equation. The same model, includinq either 
satisfaction or satisfaction-saliency holds for both the 
dependent variables. (See Figures 2 and 3 for the 
illustration of the path models.) Curved arrows indicatinq 
correlations between the exogenous variables, the 
satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency variables, and the 
expect and desire ~o make residential adaptations variables 
are nJt shown in the diagrams to allow a clear presentation 
of the models. These correlations are found in Table 12. 
The zero-order correlations of the exogenous and 
endogenous variables (See Table 12.) will not be discussed in 
great detail, although their evaluation was necessary to some 
extent to determine the results of the curved correlati6n 
paths and the inter-item relationships of the endogenous 
variables •. 
Desire Residential Adaptations 
For both the satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency 
models there is a low but statistically siqnificant 
relationship at the variables in the models to the desire for 
residential adaptations. The HZ, or percent of explained 
variance, for the satisfaction model is .167, while the 
percent of explained variance for the satisfaction-saliency 
model is .171. (See Taules 13 and 14.) 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS 
AGE OF HEAD 
NUMBER CHILDREN-
UNDER 18 
SEX OF HEAD 
EVER MARRIED 
EMPLOYMENT 
STATUS HEAD 
INCOME 
($0-$4,999) 
INCOME 
($5,000-$9,999 ) 
INCOME 
($10,000-$15,999) 
INCOME 
(MISSING) 
NUMBER OF ROOMS 
STRUCTURE TYPE 
TENURE 
IMPORTANT FIX 
ON ARRIVAL 
TOTAL JOBS 
LAST 5 YEARS 
TOTAL JOB COST 
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Figure 2. Diagram of 'Iested Satisfaction Model. 
HOUSING 
QUALITY 
SATISFACTION 
DESIRE 
RESIDENTIAL 
ADAPTATIONS 
EXPECT 
RESIDENTIAL 
ADAPTATIONS 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS 
AGE OF HEAD 
NUMBER CHILDREN, 
UNDER 18 
SEX OF HEAD 
EVER MARRIED 
EMPLOYMENT 
STATUS HEAD 
INCOME 
($0-$4,999) 
INCOME 
($5,000-$9,999) 
INCOME 
($10,000-$15,999) 
INCOME 
(MISSING) 
NUMBER OF ROOMS 
STRUCTURE TYPE 
TENURE 
IMPORTANT FIX 
ON ARRIVAL 
TOTAL JOBS 
LAST 5 YEARS 
TOTAL JOB COST 
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. HOUSING 
QUALITY 
Figure 3. Diagram of Tested satisfaction-saliency Hodel. 
SATISFACTION-
SALIENCY 
DESIRE 
RESIDENTIAL 
ADAPTATIONS 
EXPECT 
RESIDENTIAL 
ADAPTATIONS 
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Table 12. Zero Order Correlations Among the Dependent 
and Independent Variables. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
Variables 
]xogen0Y2-Variabl~§ 
Demographic and sOGio-
economic characteristics: 
1. Socio-economic status 
2. Age of head 
3. Sex of head 
4. Number children under 18 
5. Ever married 
6. Employment status head 
1 2 
-------------
-27 
23 -24 
08 -39 
-05* 20 
46 57 
3 4 5 6 7 
---------------
13 
21 20 
32 17 -01* 
7. Income «5,000) -39 24 -39 -20 -23 -49 
8. Income (5,000-9,999) -13 -01*-04* 03* 00*-08 -21 
9. Income (10,000-15,999) 
10. Income (>15,999) 
11. Income (missing) 
Housing characteristics: 
12. Number rocms 
13. Structure type 
14. Tenure 
Previous adaptation-
behavior attitudes: 
15. Importance fix on arrival 
16. Total jobs last 5 years 
17. Total job cost 
~Y9lityc sa1i§factionL 
:1.9.tj.sfaillQ.!l::saliency 
18. Quality 
19. Satisfaction 
20. satisfaction-saliency 
agaEtati2n ProEensitie§ 
21. Expect alterations 
22. Desire alterations 
22 -21 
23 -10 
06 16 
32 -08 
04* 06 
10 21 
-01*-08 
20 -15 
14 -07 
45 02* 
19 16 
16 17 
08 -21 
03*-21 
------------------------
-------
*Not significant at the .10 level. 
17 03* 01* 30 -31 
21 18 14 27 -30 
04*-07 10 -05*-15 
26 
21 
24 
12 
13 
11 
34 23 
20 30 
03* 24 
09 13 
21 13 
05* 06 
32 -05* 18 
05*-23 01* 
09 -21 04* 
13 24 05* 
12 25 05* 
18 -31 
05*-25 
04*-25 
11 -11 
21 -25 
15 -15 
20 -29 
03*-08 
01*-10 
09 -09 
11 -08 
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-------------------------------------------------------
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
--~---------------------------------------------------
-30 
-29 -33 
-15 -17 -16 
-10 09 24 09 
00* 04* 19 02* 46 
-07 07 22 03* 35 
03* 09 04*-09 14 
-06 12 22 -06 26 
-11 -02* 28 -02* 17 
-17 12 23 13 29 
-09 -01* 12 07 11 
-02*-02* 09 07 10 
-09 05* 12 01* 10 
-07 10 05*- 03* 08 
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16 23 
25 27 23 
10 19 07 42 
14 31 01* 26 22 
05* 18 -05* 08 13 42 
09 23 -04* 09 11 43 87 
00* 02* 15 11 07 -03*-06 -13 
02* 03* 25 17 08 -05*-13 -16 
----------------------------
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Table 13. Regression Analysis for Desir~ Residential 
Adaptations on All Variables (satisfaction Model). 
Variable 
satisfaction 
Quality 
Socio- economic 
sta tus 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0- 4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Income (missing) 
Number of rooms 
Struct ure type 
Tenure 
Impoz:tant fix 
on art" ivaI 
Total jobs last 
5 veaLs 
Total job cost 
_[y.ll_~Q~g;b_ 
Beta F 
-.031 .465 
-.073 1.869 
-.022 .168 
-.250 17.073 
.118 5.316 
.042 .757 
.049 1.090 
- .107 3.296 
-.035 .279 
-.107 3.790 
.026 .252 
.003 .003 
.017 .109 
··-.081 2.284 
.025 • 199 
.181 17.319 
.088 3.343 
.025 .306 
R2=.177 
Adjusted HZ = .149 
F = 6.066 
df = 18 & 508 
p < .001 
.!!~.Q!!£~.Q_!1Qg~! 
Beta F 
-.038 .621 
-.047 1.045 
-.239 19.891 
• 129 8.049 
-.079 2.381 
-.106 6.707 
• 191 21.169 
.095 4.658 
R2 = .167 
Adjusted R2 = .156 
F = 13.007 
df = 8 & 518 
p < .001 
------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 14. Regression Analysis for Desire Residential 
Adaptations on All Variables (Satisfaction-saliency Model) • 
------------------------------------------------------------
_1!!J.:!_!1Q.Q~:!_ g~.ily£ed_!1Qdel 
Variable Beta F Beta F 
------------------------------------------------------------
Sa tisfaction-
saliency 
Quality 
Soc io- econo mic 
sta tus 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employ ment sta tus 
head 
Income (0-4,999) 
Income ( 5, 000-
9,999 ) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Income ( missing) 
Number of rooms 
Struct ure type 
Tenure 
Important fix 
on arr ivaI 
Tofal jobs last 
5 years 
Total 'job cost 
-.012 2.418 
-.056 1.100 
-.022 .161 
-.245 16.481 
• 112 4.920 
.042 .161 
.047 1.019 
-. 108 3.365 
-.037 .295 
-. 104 3.519 
.025 .231 
.003 .003 
.016 .095 
-.080 2.262 
.029 .278 
• 178 16.814 
.090 3.489 
.0~6 .315 
R2 = .180 
Adjusted B2 = • 153 
F = 6.202 
dt = 18 & 508 
P < .001 
-.075 2.127 
-.031 .427 
-.233 19.000 
.124 1.524 
-.080 2.422 
- • 102 6.210 
.189 20.844 
.097 4.913 
R2 = .111 
Adjusted R2 = .159 
F = 13.322 
dt = 8 f, 518 
p < .001 
------------------------------------------------------------
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Housing quality satisfaction and housing quality 
satisfaction-saliency both have a negative effect on the 
desire for residential adaptations. However, only the 
satistaction measure weiqhted for saliency is siqnificant 
statistically in its relationship to the dependent variable. 
As levels of satisfaction weighted for importance increase, 
the desire for re:siden tial ada pta tions decreases. Households 
with. higher satisfaction levels may have already achieved the 
housing they desire, or may have adjusted to the levels of 
their achie: ved housing, hence desire no change in their 
dwelling. 
There appears to be little direct relationship to 
residential adaptation desires from housing quality. For 
both models a negative relationship 1S indicated. As levels 
of qu~lity increase the desire to make adaptations decreases; 
however, the statistical level of significance is below the 
stated c~i~erion (p<.10) in both models. 
Age of the head of the household affect~ residenti~l 
adaptation desires quite stronqly in a negative direction. 
For bJth the sati::;faction and satisfaction-saliency models, 
as age increases, the desire to make residential adaptations 
decreases. These results are plausible when one considers 
that younger heads of households have difterent 
characteristics than do older heads of households, includinq 
growing families and ris1nq incomes, that might influence 
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their housing situation. Also, residential adaptations are 
often complet~d by members of the household, or at least 
considered activities that involve the cooperation of the 
household. It could well be that as the age of the household 
increases, the physical ability to make changes or accept 
changes decreases, hence the desire for adaptations also 
decreases. 
Relative to age, there is a question of the degree of 
improvemen~ households achiev~ over time. It may well be 
that older heads of households hdve already completed any 
changes desirEd in their housing and thus desire no further 
changes. 
Number of children under the age of eighteen affects 
residential adaptation desires positively and significantly 
in both the satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency models. 
As tte number ot children increases, so does the desire to 
make residential adaptations. Increasing family size can put 
some pressure on the facilities of a dwelling, particularly 
on the amount ot space need~d as the number of individuals 
and a=tivities increase, which may foster an increased desire 
for changes in the dwelling. When one considers the results 
of this variable along with the results of aqe of the head, 
there is an indication that younger households with 
incrE~sing family sizes are more incliced to make residential 
adaptations. 
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For both models employm€nt negatively affects the desire 
to make residential adaptations. Households with employed 
heads less fcequently desire residential adaptations. If the 
head ~f a household is not em~loyed there is a greater 
tendency to desire cesidentidl adaptations. For both reduced 
models the relationship is not significant at the .10 level. 
The income dummy series correlates with employment 
status of the head negatively at the lower income levels and 
positi vely a t the higher: income levels. (See Table 1~.) 
Those heads of the household who are employed generally have 
higher incomes and thus a better chance of havinq already 
fulfilled their desires for resident~al adaptations and 
desire no further chanqes. 
For both models there is a significant negative effect 
of being in the $5,000 to $9,999 category on the desire to 
make residential adaptations. All income categories except 
the $5,000 to $9,999 group indicate seme desire to make 
residantial ada~~ations. Consideration must be given to the 
characteristics of the individuals in the $5,000 to $9,999 
iucome cateqory to discover what it is that lowers the desire 
for adaptations. There is a negative correlation between 
home ownership and being in the $5,000 to $9,999 income group 
indicating that more tamilies in this category are renters 
than owners. Renting families in this income category might 
have low desires for adaptations tha~ they would have to pay 
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for. Also, housing problems of renters may be more easily 
solved by movinq than by trying to qet a landlord to eftect 
ada pta tions. 
Previous adaptation behavior a~d attitudes as measured 
by the importance of considering residential adaptations upon 
movinq in~o the dwelling and the number of adaptations made 
by the household in the last five years are hiqhly 
significant statistically for both models in predicting 
desires for further adaptations. The greater the importance 
of the consideration of fixing up the dwelling upon arrival, 
the stronger the desire for making residential adap~ations in 
the next year. As the number of adaptations over the last 
five years increased, the more likely a household is to 
desire additional adaptations. 
It would seem that there is a category of people in the 
sample who are "adaptors", that is appear to be consistently 
fixing up their dwelling over a period of time. It is 
possible that there are some fami11es who make residential 
adaptations over a specified time period or time schedule who 
had n~t yet completed their residential adaptaticn proqram at 
the time of interview. However, it seems clear that there is 
a propensity to make adaptations which is a stronq predictor 
of desires for future adaptations. 
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Expect Residential Adaptations 
Similar results for the expectation of residential 
adaptations as for the desi~e fo~ ~esidential adaptations 
were found. The RZ for the satisfaction model and the 
satisfaction-saliency model were low but statistically 
significant for the variables included in the model. For the 
satisfaction model the percent of explained variation was 
11.2; for the satisfaction-saliency model the percent of 
explained variation was 11.3. (See Tables 15 and 16.) 
rhe RZ's are higher for both the satisfaction and 
satisfaction-saliency models when the dependent variable ~s 
desire residential adaptations. However, the difference 
between the percents of explained variance is clearly not 
significant. The correlation between the two dependent 
variables is high (.64) indicating similar although not 
identical concepts. 
with two exceptions all variables in the desire to make 
residential adaptaticn reduced models are included in the 
expect residential adaptations equations. The strength and 
direction of these variables to expect to make adaptations 
(satisfaction-saliency, age of head, income from $5,000 to 
$9,999, number of children under eighteen, employment status 
of head, and importance of considering adaptations upon 
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Table 15. aeg~ession Analysis for Expect Residential 
Adaptations on All Variables (Satisfaction Model). 
------------------------------------------------------------
_ry.ll_!12!;!§ti_ .B~g!!£~g_!12g!El 
Variable Beta F Beta F 
------------------------------------------------------------
Satisfaction 
Quality 
socio- economic 
sta tus 
Age of head 
Number child~en 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever mar~ie d 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0-4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Incoma (missing) 
Numbe~ of ~ooms 
structure type 
Tenure 
Importan t- fix 
on arr ivai 
Total jobs last 
5 yea~s 
Total job cost 
.024 .260 
-.101 3.843 
.039 .529 
-.178 8.265 
.150 8. 143 
.076 2.395 
.026 .293 
-.139 5.281 
-.095 1.949 
-.155 7.522 
-.062 1.340 
-.009 .037 
.041 .575 
-.111 4.127 
.031 .306 
.134 9.015 
.043 .769 
.014 .092 
R2=.132 
Adiustad RZ = .103 
F = 4.304 
df = 18 & 508 
p < .001 
.034 .523 
-.025 .286 
-.163 8.470 
.193 16.355 
-.069 1.689 
-. 111 6.942 
-.046 1.066 
• 156 13.406 
RZ = .112 
~djusted RZ = .100 
F = 8.130 
df = 8 & 518 
p < .001 
------------------------------------------------------------
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Table 16. Regression Analysis for Expect Residential 
Adaptations on All Variables (Satisfaction-saliency Model). 
-------------------------------------------------------------
Reduce.L1:12£~! 
Variable Beta F 
-------------------------------------------------------------
Satisfaction-
saliency 
Quality 
Socio"economic 
status 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0-4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,9(9) 
Income (missing) 
Number of rooms 
Structure type 
Tenure 
Inportant fix 
on arrival 
Total jobs last 
5 years 
Total job cost 
-.066 
-:075 
.042 
-.169 
.134 
.073 
.023 
-.141 
-.098 
-. 154 
-.066 
-.011 
.043 
-.111 
.C38 
.130 
.045 
.016 
1.925 
1.848 
.6-15 
7.474 
6.653 
2.231 
.224 
5.426 
2.095 
7.553 
1.553 
.052 
.639 
4.129 
.445 
8.486 
.876 
.124 
RZ = .135 
Adjusted RZ = .106 
F = 4.411 
df = 18 & 508 
p < .001 
-.056 1.428 
.010 .044 
-.154 7.483 
.178 14.052 
-.069 1.677 
-.110 6.809 
.042 .903 
.152 12.918 
RZ = .113 
Adjusted HZ = .101 
F = 8.265 
df = 8 & 518 
p < .001 
------------------------------------------------------
71 
arrival) a~e similar to desire to make adaptations. 
By viewing the betas of the non-significant exogenous 
variables as zero, some effects that occur due tc a specific 
combination of variables in the full model equations may 
disappeaL or become i~consistent in the L€duced model. For 
exam~le, satisfaction positively affects expectations for 
residential adaptations while for-all other models both 
satisfaction and satisfaction-sal~ency relates negatively. 
There is a reversal of signs between the full model and the 
reduced model for quality as a predictor of expectation of 
residential adaptations in the satisfaction-saliency model. 
Also, structur~ type loses its significant relationship to 
expectation of residential adaptations in the reduced models 
for both the s&tisfaction and satisfaction-saliency models. 
As ona moves from the full to the reduced model, the combined 
effect of all the varidbles in the full model changes as the 
weak exogenous variables are removed. The implications of 
these inconsisten~ results aLe not clear and would require 
additional analysis. 
Satisfaction-
The model ~redicting housir.~ quality satisfaction had a 
low (HZ = .205) but statistically significant predictive 
power. (S8e Table 17.) Housing quality has the strongest 
coefiicient, affecting satisfaction positively. Thus 
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Table 17. Regression Analysis for Ho~sing Quality 
Satisfaction on All Variables. 
-------------------------------------------------,--------
Variable 
_lull Model 
BetaF 
Reduced MQdel 
Beta F 
------------------------------------------------------------
Quality 
Socio-economic 
status 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0-4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Income (missing) 
Number of rooms 
structure type 
Tenure 
Important fix 
on arrival 
Total jobs last 
5 years 
Total job cost 
.330 44.850 
• C55 1.148 
.090 2.391 
-.201 17.236 
-.054 1.356 
-.034 .558 
-.015 .065 
-.047 .556 
-.056 1.115 
-.067 1.803 
-.030 .428 
.060 1.406 
-.007 .017 
.045 .727 
-.03lJ .666 
.024 .276 
.037 .717 
RZ = .233 
Adjusted HZ = .209 
F = 9.104 
df = 17 & 509 
p < .001 
--------------~--------------------------
.386 98.149 
-.217 31.000 
RZ :: .205 
Adjusted RZ = .204 
F = 67.702 
df = 2 & 524 
p < .001 
,-------,-----
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families with the highest levels of quali~y are also the most 
satisfiEd. 
Number of children under eiqhteen neqatively affects 
housing quality satisfaction. As the number of children in 
the h)usanold increases, housing qualLty satisfaction 
decr~ises. These results ale not surprising when one 
considers the com~onents of housing quality satisfaction. 
certain items included in the satisfaction scale are items 
parents may be more sensitive to if they have children at 
home. For example, number of children could affect 
satisfaction with the number of bathrooms, floor plan, and 
ease )f cleanir.q. If the physical condition is unsafe for 
children, parents may have a lower level of satisfaction and 
thus affect the overall satisfaction lEvel. 
satisraction-saliency 
Housing quality satisfaction weiqht~d (or saliency of 
the C) mponen t item has a slight ly higher R2 (.223) tha n 
housing satistaction. Three variables in the reduced model 
are highly significant predicto~s of housing quality 
satistac~ion-sdliency. (See Table 18.) The stronqest 
variable dltectinq satisfaction-saliency is quality. The 
positive beta indicates that as levels ofhousinq quality 
r~~e, satisfaction-saliency also rises. 
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Table 18. Regression Analysis for Housing Quality 
satisfaction-saliency on All Variables. 
Variable 
Quality 
Socio-economic 
status 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0- 4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Income (missing) 
Number of rooms 
Structure type 
Tenure 
Important fix 
on arrival 
Total jobs last 
5 years 
Total job cost 
Full Mo~ 
Beta F 
.370 56.775 
.025 .249 
.103 3.144 
-.161 11.102 
-.024 .265 
-.038 .725 
-.019 • 111 
-.033 .262 
.022 .169 
-.045 .816 
-.015 .104 
.010 .039 
.005 .009 
.C81 2.354 
-. e50 1.437 
.035 .561 
.020 .212 
HZ = .238 
Adjusted RZ = .214 
F = 9.345 
df = 17 & 509 
p < .001 
----------------------
---
~~~d Mode! 
Beta F 
---
.404 109.748 
.124 8.575 
-.147 12.124 
R2 = .223 
Adjusted HZ = .221 
F = 50.170 
df = 3 & 523 
p < .001 
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Age of the head of ~he household also positively and 
significantly affects satisfaction-saliency. As age 
increases so does satisfaction weighted for importance. 
Including a measure of importance in the model causes this 
variable to be significant while it is not significant in the 
satisfacticn model. Perhaps as peoFle get older their values 
and standards become fixed and important while, at the same 
time, they are abl~ to fulfill more of their values. 
Number of children under eighteen, as in the 
satisfaction model, negatively effects housing quality 
satisfaction-saliency. As number of children increases, 
satisfaction weighted for importance decreases. If an item 
is important and the standard achieved is not to the level 
desired or reflected by the standard due to the presence of 
children, their activi~ies, or the expense incurrtd due to 
children that might otherwise be spent achieving the desired 
standard, it is quite possible that satisfaction levels will 
not be high. 
Ho USl.ng Quali t Y 
the reductd model for housing qual~ty has a percent of 
expldl.nEd variance of 36.0. (See Table 19.) Socio-economic 
S~dtU3 is the'stron~es~ predic~or of housinq quality. The 
positive effect inaicates that as levels cf socic-economic 
status (Education and occupation) increase, levels of 
76 
, 
Table 19. Regression Analysis for Housing Quality 
on All Variables. 
Variable 
Socio-economic 
status 
Age of head 
Number children 
under 18 
Sex of head 
Ever married 
Employment status 
head 
Income (0-4,999) 
Income (5,000-
9,999) 
Income (10,000-
15,999) 
Income (missing) 
Number of rooms 
Structure type 
Tenure 
Important fix 
on arrival 
Total jobs last 
5 years 
Total job cost 
_lull Modg!_ 
Beta F 
.338 60.914 
• C46 .780 
-.146 11.535 
• 149 13.250 
• 111 7.635 
-.007 .018 
-.019 1.912 
-.102 4.670 
-.040 .790 
.047 1.323 
.090 3.982 
-.084 3.278 
.183 15.088 
-.062 2.743 
.1e9 6.958 
.053 1.801 
R2 = .380 
Adjusted R2 = .361 
F = 19.505 
df = 16 & 510 
p < .001 
----------------------
----
--
ReduceLJ1Qde! 
Beta F 
--------
.348 80.342 
- .166 18.849 
.152 15.790 
.134 12.510 
-.076 4.538 
.108 5.766 
-.087 3.575 
.210 21.855 
-.075 4.050 
.128 11.219 
R2 = .368 
Adjusted R2 = .357 
F = 30.040 
df = 10 & 516 
p < .001 
--------
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achieved quality also incr~ase. The socio-economic variable 
correlates to levels of incom6 from negat1ve tc ~ositive as 
the level of income increases, ranqinq from -.39 to .23. The 
correla~ions show that there is some relationship to income 
and socio-economic status, thus people of hiqher 
socio-economic status may be aole to afford more items 
incluj~d in the total quality scale. However, the 
correlations are not strong enough to income to indicate a 
total explanation of the direction of socio-economic status 
and levels of quality. By viewing the components of 
socio-economic sta~us, one can conclude ~ha~ as education 
increases and ~eople tend to be employed in whi~e collar 
occupations more items included in the quality scale are 
possessed. It ~ight be that the quality scale items are 
thought necessary ~o ~he home by people of hiqher education 
and white cellar workers. 
Number of children negatively affects levels of quality. 
It may be that families wi~h children in the home acquire 
other items such as clothinq, house space, food, and 
cnild-activi~y related items before items that contribut~ to 
a level of quality. 
sex of the head of the household positively affects 
quality levels. Male-headed households have higher quality 
levels than do female-headed households. The correlations 
betwe6n incom~ cateqories and sex of the head indicate that 
7d 
for this sample female-headed households qenerally have lower 
incomes than male-headed households. It may be that havinq a 
lower income makes it more difficult to acquire quality 
items. Also, seveLal of the items in the quality scale are 
items that some females would have difficulty taking care of. 
For example, any item related to physical upkeep such as 
condition of the lawn, physical condition of the roof, 
windows, walls, floors, and so on, may be at a lower level of 
quality for a female-headed household simply because the 
female cannot care the the item herself o~ does not perc~ive 
the item as imI-ortaLt. 
Marital status has a posl.tive contribution to the 
prediction of quality levels. People who are single and have 
never been married have lower levels of housing quality. 
Generally, single people are younger than married people and 
could have different activiti~s that are focused more outside 
the h~me, makiLg the possession of many of the quality items 
less salient to them. Respondent~ who have been married at 
one time o~ are pr~sently married have more need for some of 
the quality items, such as a ~ashinq machine, and may also 
tend to focus their activities mor-e toward the dwelling as a 
home where levels of physical condition, comfort, and ease of 
living dre more salient. 
income in the ~5,OOO to $9,999 category negatively 
predicts quality levels. Thus any income level except the 
79 
$5,QOO to $9,999 group has higher guality levels. rhe lower 
income category included many retired households who may have 
previously achieved items included in the quality scale. 
Although the correlations ind~cate that a higher income is 
more closely ccr~elatEd with quality, the correlations are 
generally low and, except for the highest category, negative. 
Although income certainly makes it easier for a family to 
acqui~e quality items, income is not in itself the total 
reason for persons obtaining quality items. There is 
ev~dence that there is some influence ether than income, such 
as a quality norm, that fosters the desire to achieve levels 
of quality, with incom~ acting as a constraint upon the 
achievement of higher levels of quality as defined in this 
thesis. That responden~s in the $5,000 to $9,999 income 
category have lower quality levels than respondents of other 
income levels may be due to the ac~ivities of families at 
this in~ome level. The correlation between aqe of the head 
of the household and the $5,000 and $9,999 category indicates 
that generally younger families fall into this category, 
finding that they must spend their money on ether items such 
as ne~ds of children (Lumber of children under eighteen 
posi~ively correlates with this income category) or house 
space, rather than guality. 
Number of rooms siqniiicantly predicts guality levels in 
a po~itiv€ direction. As number of rooms increases there is 
80 
an incr€as~ in levels of quality. It may be that as 
households seek to increase their levels of quality they also 
seek to imprcve the quantity level of their housinq, perhaps 
fulfilling their desires for space before their desires for 
guality. 
structure type or whether on not the dwellinq is a 
single family dwelling or of a different structure type 
negatively affects quality. Thus thOSE dwellinqs that are 
not single family homes contribute to quality levels. This 
particular result is interesting especially when one 
considers that tenure or being a home owner positively 
affects the levels of quality. Although people who own their 
own dwelling tend to have hiqher levels of quality than do 
those who rent or live in a dwelling free, it appears that 
those people in dwellings other than a sinqle family home 
also indicate high levels of quality. Perhaps by not having 
a single family home the~e is a substitutive effect of h~qher 
levels of ~uality for tenure. 
One of the more interesting results was the negative 
effect of imFortance of th~ consideration of fixing up a 
dwelling upen arrival to quality levels. Those households 
who iait the consideration was not important or did not 
consider fixing up their dwelling at all had hiqher quality 
lev~ls. It could be that there was no reason to make repairs 
to the dwelling, thus salience would not be a factor. Also, 
tl1 
if the importance level was very gceat, the housinq 
conditions could have been poor enouqh to lower scoces on the 
total quality variable. Moreover, if a household is involved 
in making the n~eded repairs or adaptations, thus reflecting 
high levels of saliency for making repa1rs, at the time of 
interview there could have b~en a lower achiev~d level of 
quality than would be reflected by families who had made 
repairs although a level of saliecce would be indicated. 
rhe total number of residential adaptations made in the 
last five years significantly and positively affects quality 
levels. As the number of adaptdtions increases, there is an 
increase in the level of quality. 
Indirect Effects 
Indirect effects have been calculated for the 
relationships involvinq the endogenous variables for both the 
satisfacti~n and satisfaction-saliency models. (See Tables 
20' and 2 1. ) There are several variables whose total indirect 
effect for a given re~ursive equation is qreater than the 
direct effect, that is the b~ta value. When this occurs, 
there is an indication that the joint effect of all the other 
variables in the same equation is greater than the effect to Cf 
the single variable after the ~ffects of the other variavles 
has D:en controlled. Although the results will not be 
discussed in detail, the indirect effects are presented for 
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observation relative to the variables included in the model. 
Of particular interest would be variables such as employment 
status of the head, which has a qreater indirect effect to 
the dependent variable "d~sire residential adaptations" in 
both the satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency models and 
also to the depend~nt variable "expect residential 
adapt:ltions" in the satisfaction model. careful 
consideration as to the inclusion of this variable combiued 
with the ettects ot the other variables in the models would 
have to be considered relative to future studies. 
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CHAPTER IV. CONCLUSIONS 
On~ of the purposes of this thesis was to develop a 
reliable housing quality measure. Another goal was 
validation of the scal~ of quality th~ough its performance as 
a prejictoL of housing satisfaction and housinq adiustment 
behavior. The specific hypothesis tested in this thesis is 
that housing quality will predict levels of satisfaction with 
housing which will in turn predict residential adaptation 
behaviors. certain exogenous variables were introduced into 
the study as predictors of quality and the other endogenous 
, 
variables, seeking to explain the nypothesized causal 
relationships. 
Quality 
rhe housing quality scale appears to be quite a reliable 
and valid measure. As a predictor of satisfaction and 
~tisiaction weighted for saliency, quality is a siqnificant 
and strong measure, with a sliqhtly stronger effect upon the 
satisfaction measure weighted for importance. 
Several exogenous variables act as significant 
expldnatory variables for the quality scale. Included amonq 
these items are socio-economic status, number of children 
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und~r 18, sex of the head, marital status, income within the 
$5,000 to $9,999 category, Lumber of rooms, structure type, 
tenure, the impo~tance of considerinq adaptations upon movinq 
into the dwelling, and the total number of adaptations 
completed in the last five years. 
Housing quality does not siqnificantly affect the 
residential adaptative behaviors direc~ly. Within the 
satisfaction models the~e is no d~rect or indirect effect of 
quality to the desire to make adaptaticns or the expectation 
of residential adaptations. However, in the 
satisfaction-saliency measures it appears that the ioint 
effects of other vari~bles in the model are greater than the 
direct effect of the qUdlity scale. Thus, there is a better 
indication in the satisfaction-sdliency models of the 
expldnation of the effects of quality when considered among 
the other variables in the equation. Further, although 
quality does not relate s1gniticautly to the desires or 
expectatior.s for residential adaptations, the importance of 
consijering adaptations when moving into a dwelling and the 
total number of residential adaptations completed in the last 
five years are significant explanatory variables for levels 
of housing quality. 
B7 
Satisfaction 
Satisfaction with levels of housing quality does not 
significantly relate to residential adaptation desires or 
expectations either directly or indirectly. Thus one cannot 
reject the null hypoth~sis that there is no r~lationship 
betw~en satisfaction and residential adaptation behavior. 
Previ)us adaptive behaviors or attitudes as well are 
insignificant explanatory variables for levels of 
satislaction. The significant explanatory variables relative 
to housing quality satisfaction are quality levels and number 
of children under 18. 
Satisfaction-saliency 
Satisfaction weighted for measures of importance relates 
significantly although weakly to Lesidential adaptation 
desi~es and does not ~elate to expectations for residential 
adaptations at the stated level of significance. As with the 
satisfaction measure, satisfaction-saliency is not explained 
by any of the previous adaptive behaviors or attitudes 
indicat~d by the exogenous variables. The significant 
explanatory variables relativa to satisfaction weighted for 
saliency are levels ot quality, age of the head, and number 
of children under 18. 
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Desire Residential Adaptations 
The hypothesis that levels of quality predict 
residantial adaptation desires with satisfaction or 
satisfaction weiqhted for levels of importance viewed as 
intervening variables cannot be statistically proven for this 
sample. Levels of qu~lity for both the satisfaction and 
satisfaction-saliency mOdels do not affect the desire to make 
residential adaptations. Levels of satisfaction also do not 
affect the desire to make residential adaptations 
significantly; however, satisfaction-saliency does predict 
residantial adaptation desires at a low but significant 
level. Thus in the satisfaction-saliency model, there is a 
possibility that levels of quality indirectly affect 
residential adaptation desires through the 
satisfaction-saliency measure. 
Direct effects cn residential adaptations include for 
both the satistaction and satisfaction-saliency models aqe of 
the head, number ot children under 18, employment status of 
the head, income in the $5,000 to $9,999 category, importance 
of considering adaptationb on moving into the dwelling, and 
total adaptations completed in the past five years. 
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Expect Residential Adaptations 
The hypothesis that levels of quality predict 
residential aoaptation expectations with satisfaction or 
satisfaction weighted for importance view~d as interveninq 
variables cannot be statistically proven for this sample. 
Neither quality levels nor levels of satisfaction or 
satisfaction-saliency significantly predict expectations of 
residential adapta tions. 
Direct effects on residential adaptation expectations 
include for both the satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency 
models age of the head. number of children under 18, 
em~loyment status of the head, income in the $5,000 to $9,999 
categ~ry, and importance of considering residential 
adaptations on moving into the dwelling. 
Satisfacti~n and Satisfaction-saliency as Theoretical Measures 
The inclusion of satisfaction in a study of housing 
behavior is a sound proc~dure theoretically as the concept of 
satisfaction has been validated by several different 
reseaI."chers (Robsi, 1955; Speare, 1974; Butler et al., 1969; 
Mor ris et a 1., '1976). Pre vious literature on housing 
satistaction did not discuss a comparable single satisfaction 
meaSUI."e weightEd tor saliency. A closer look at the 
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satisfaction measure weighted for saliency as compared to the 
satisfaction measure is therefore indicated. 
The correlations between the co~responding satisfaction 
and saliency items used to make up the satisfaction and 
satistacti::>n weighted for saliency scales indic'ate little 
relationship between the concepts of importance and 
satisfaction. (See Table 9.) However, the weighting of the 
satisfaction items by the corresponding saliency item results 
in scales that by item correlate in a range of .78 to .87 to 
the respective sa.tisfaction item. (See Table 9.) Similarly, 
the tJtal scales of satisfaction and satisfaction-saliency 
have a correlation of .87. Initial conclusions are that the 
two scales are very similar, although the addition of 
saliency to a satisfaction measure seems theoretically 
superior as a motivator for housing behavior. 
The results of the regressions for the codels including 
satisfaction consistently have somewhat lower RZ's than the 
models involving satisfaction-saliency. However, the results 
for all the models are significant and the HZ's are not 
different statistically. The difference, then, between the 
two concepts of satisfaction lies in the actual variables 
included in the models and their path coefficients. 
satisiacti::>n weighted for saliency in both full models 
testing the dependent variables expect and desire for 
residential adaptations included an additional variable 
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(structure type) not found in the satisfaction models as a 
predi::tor- of residential adaptation behavior. Further, 
satisfaction-saliency had an additional explanatory factor 
(age of head) that was not a significant pr-edictor of 
satisfaction. It is concluded that the satisfaction measure 
is valid as indicated by the previous literature and this 
study. Fur- ther-, the s atis fact ion-saliency measure is va lid 
as indicated for this study and sample and also appears to be 
super-ior to the satisfaction measure for this sample. 
suggestions for Further Reaserch 
An important result of this study is the establishment 
of a r-eliable and valid quality variable. In addition, it 
would appear more conclusive r-esults can be established 
through th~ use of a satisfaction measure weighted tor 
saliency than through the use of a scale that only indicates 
satisfaction. If a satisfaction measure is included in a 
study a saliency measure should also be included. 
Further research is indicated in several directions as a 
result of this study. Althouqh quality levels predict 
satisfaction and satisfaction weighted for saliency and 
satisfaction-saliency further predicts the des1re to make 
further adaptat'ions, research should be conducted relative to 
the effects of these variables on other housing behaviors. A 
specific example of a housing behavior that might be affected 
92 
by quality levels and satisfaction measures is residential 
mobili ty. 
Now that a quality variable has been formed, the measure 
shou11 be viewed within a group of other housing conditions 
or housing norms to further determine its priority among 
housiny conditions that influence levels of satisfaction 
weighted for levels of importance. Specific housinq 
conditions should include quality, space, neighbcrhood, 
structure, and tenure. With specific measures of housinq 
conditions and satisfactions weightad for saliency, it would 
be possible to form a model of high significance predicting 
causal factors of future housing behavior within the American 
societ y. 
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